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ABSTRACT
Sociological literature in the area of Protestant religions suggests that association
with fundamentalist denominations increases criminal punitiveness. Previous research
has, however, examined this relationship without accounting for the possible influence of
intolerance. This is the first study of its kind to use a national level dataset to examine
the relationship of Protestant fundamentalism to criminal punitiveness.
Using data from the 1991 General Social Survey, this study introduces the
variable intolerance into the relationship, which prior research has shown to be related to
both Protestant fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness. Bivariate correlations and
path analysis reveal that intolerance is a significant variable for explaining the
relationship of Protestant fundamentalism to criminal punitiveness. This finding is
consistent with both the hypotheses and with prior research.
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CHAPTER!
THEORETICAL PROBLEM AND ORIENTATION
The effects of religious beliefs on human behavior have long been of interest to
social scientists, with the sociology of religion dating back to the writings of Emile
Durkheim and Max Weber (Jary and Jary, 1991). Since then, the function of religious
views has been a pervasive theme in sociological literature. It has only been in recent
years, however, that the more specific area of criminology has taken a research interest in
the function of religion in regard to criminal justice policies (Grasmick et al, 1992).
Although religion in the United States' recent history has experienced a decline in
attendance as well as in importance, there has been a rise in religious fundamentalism
(Smith, 1992). Additionally, there has been a rather steady intensification of social and
political conservatism during the past thirty years and this increase appears to have
paralleled the expansion of religious fundamentalism {Lippens, 1995). This supports the
assertion that religion may have a significant influence on American public policy (Wald,
1997).
Indeed, such conservatism appears to have affected attitudes toward crime and
criminal justice. This is reflected in our nation's increasing punitiveness toward
criminals, particularly through our ever-rising incarceration rates (Garland, 2001). Since
this rise in criminal punitiveness cannot be explained by crime rates alone, there is a need
for criminologists to understand the social effects of religious fundamentalism as a
possible origin of conservatism. It has also become increasingly important to understand
the subsequent crime control policies. Consequently, this study seeks to contribute to a
better understanding of how Protestant fundamentalism may helps explain the rising
1

levels of criminal punitiveness. In tum, a better understanding of what shapes American
criminal justice may be achieved, insofar as the law may reflect our "shared morality"
(Packer, 1968).
This relationship is consistent with the functionalist perspective, which suggests
that laws reflect the values of current society. This perspective further indicates that
these values represent what is necessary for social systems to maintain themselves (Jary
and Jary, 1991). Since the functionalist perspective has been validated as a reasonable
framework within which penal law may be created, it is important to structure a study of
the influence of religious beliefs on criminal punitiveness within this framework
(Grasmick et al., 1992)
Prior Research on Protestant Fundamentalism

Although the sociology of many religious beliefs and behaviors (such as
frequency of church attendance, interpretation of scriptures, religious affiliation, etc.) has
been explored extensively, the possible differences among fundamentalist, moderate, and
liberal Protestants have not. This oversight is evident in the lack of sociological research
about the topic. Most literature that has addressed religious affiliation has failed to
examine Protestant fundamentalists as a distinct group. Instead, nearly all of the studies
have considered Protestants to be the same. Subsequently, researchers have examined
fundamentalist denominations together with moderate and liberal denominations. It is
perhaps this failure to distinguish Protestant fundamentalists from other Protestants that
has contributed to the inability of many of these researchers to find a statistically
significant relationship between religious identification and the social phenomenon being
studied (Grasmick et al., 1992).
2

This notion is supported by literature suggesting that Protestant fundamentalists
are unlike other Protestants in two important ways; ways that have been shown to
influence their beliefs and practices differently. These are biblical literalness and "born
again" status. Biblical literalness refers to one's belief that the Bible is the literal word of
God. "Born-again status" indicates whether or not an individual has ever reaffirmed his
relationship with Christ (Hutcheson and Taylor, 1973; Hood, 1983; Marsden, 1980).
Evidence suggests that it is these characteristics that cause members of Protestant
fundamentalist denominations to hold their religious values more conservatively than
members of other denominations. Since these values likely contribute to the disparities in
political and social behaviors of Protestant fundamentalists, these differences must be
considered if an understanding of the forces driving changes in social policies is to be
achieved (Wald, 1997).
Perhaps the most important argument for making the distinction between
fundamentalist Protestants and non-fundamentalist Protestants is because of these unlike
approaches to the Bible. This appears to influence fundamentalist Protestants to take a
more conservative approach to social issues. It is likely for this reason that
fundamentalist Protestants also exhibit a tendency to shun men and women whose beliefs
are inconsistent with their own, since fundamentalist Protestants are likely 'to see non
conformity as a threat to their religion (Wald, 1997).
One such group of non-conformists that Protestant fundamentalists take a
particularly harsh view toward is criminals, whom they believe are completely unlike
themselves. Because fundamentalists believe that they are holy, they see criminals as
unholy and immoral. This notion is supported by the assertion that leaders of Protestant
3

fundamentalist wings, "believe the only task of the churches is to ... denounce with real
venom attempts to yoke fundamentalists into unholy alliances with the unsaved" (Wald,
1997:251). This indicates that since the Bible sets forth strict rules about the treatment of
the immoral, and Protestant fundamentalists believe that the Bible is infallible, it is
logical to conclude that Protestant fundamentalists will take the same approach toward
individuals they see as unsaved (i.e. deviants, specifically criminals).
This hypothesis that Protestant fundamentalists are both more prejudiced and
more conservative than non-fundamentalists is consistent with a dispositional view of
crime, meaning that they believe that illicit acts result some personal flaw, rather than
from criminogenic circumstances (Grasmick et al., 1992). One who takes such a view
sees morality "categorically" (i.e. seeing a crime as either "right" or ''wrong"), with few
or no gradations between (Curry, 1996:453). People who tend not to discriminate among
different crimes are the most likely to view a broad range of crimes as being equally
wrong, with little or no regard for the circumstances surrounding the act. As a result, the
crime is attributed to personal characteristics rather than being seen as the result of
situational pressures (Curry, 1996:453).
Since the Bible distinguishes between the sinners and the saved, a categorical
differentiation, it lends itself to a dispositional view of crime. Further, the belief that
individuals are rational and are therefore responsible for their actions is deeply embedded
in Protestant fundamentalist religions (Newman, 1978). Thus, literal interpretation of the
Bible by Protestant fundamentalists has been linked to punitive orientations toward
criminals (Leiber et al., 1995).

4

The unique nature of Protestant fundamentalism, measured by biblical literalness
and "born-again" status, has led to the construction of a system that identifies Protestant
fundamentalists based on their denomination. Each Protestant church was measured on
biblical literalness and "born-again" status. The denominations that scored highest on
these two factors were labeled fundamentalist, followed by moderates, then liberals. This
system was then tested, and it was shown that the fundamentalist churches were indeed
more conservative than those Protestant churches that were identified as moderate or
liberal (Smith, 1990). Since it is believed that political conservatism contributes to
criminal punitiveness, it is likely that Protestant fundamentalists are more punitive toward
criminals than their non-fundamentalist counterparts (Stinchcombe et al., 1990; Wald,
1997).
Protestant Fundamentalism and Criminal Punitiveness
The link between religion and criminal punitiveness seems to be of particular
importance, especially in light of ongoing controversy regarding crime and punishment.
Religious affiliation and beliefs have been shown to structure attitudes toward crime and
criminals and thus also affect attitudes toward criminal sanctions. Men and women who
are most committed to their religion and who most closely identify with other members
of their religion distinguish themselves from people they see as nonbelievers (Durkheim,
1912). Because Protestant fundamentalists do this, particularly through their tendency to
to attribute crime to personal failure, it is predicted that Protestant fundamentalism will
be an important variable for explaining changing attitudes toward the punishment of
criminals (Grasmick and McGill, 1994; Cullen et al., 1985; Gorsuch and Smith, 1983;
Tygart, 1996).
5

The importance of studying the effect of Protestant fundamentalism on criminal
punitiveness cannot be ignored, not only for research purposes, but also because public
opinion has repeatedly been cited as a legitimate justification for the creation of penal
law. In recent years, public attitudes toward social control policy have been consistent
with the consensus model of crime, which asserts that these attitudes are the primary
factor in the creation of such laws. This supports the notion that criminal laws reflect of
the desires of the general population. Perhaps the most prominent of these desires is for
retribution, which the American public has consistently supported as the primary purpose
of offender sentencing for the past thirty years (Warr and Stafford, 1984; Packer, 1968).
Public opinion is also reflected in attitudes toward capital punishment (Bedau,
1987). Americans have shown consistent support for the death penalty, which is
"frequently cited in political arenas as justification for the retention of capital
punishment" (Smith and Wright, 1992:127). Further, in 1976 U.S. Supreme Court
(Gregg V. Georgia, 428 U.S. 153) "affirmed that retribution, when reflecting community
sentiments, is a viable justification for the imposition of the death penalty" (Grasmick et
al., 1992:22). It is important to examine Protestant fundamentalists in relation to such
support for retribution, as it appears to be particularly strong among this group (Newman,
1978).
Research that has examined the differences in criminal punitiveness among
fundamentalist, moderate, and liberal Protestants denominations, and examined each as a
distinct group, has contributed to a better understanding of the relationship between
criminal punitiveness and Protestant fundamentalists' beliefs (Stinchcombe et al., 1980;
Grasmick et al., 1992; Wald, 1997). Marked differences in the orientations of these
6

groups to criminal punitiveness have been found. This division is supported by the
finding that Protestant fundamentalists are unique in their literal interpretation of the
Bible, which has been cited as a reason for their retributive beliefs. Biblical scripture
lends support to the notion that literal acceptance of its teachings encourages punitiveness
toward criminals, since it asserts that any wrongful act must be repaid in kind (see
Deuteronomy 24: 16; Ezekiel 18:4; Matthew 5:2 1-22; Exodus 2 1: 12- 14; Numbers 35:3034).
To date, few studies have examined the relationship of Protestant fundamentalism
to criminal punitiveness (Grasmick et al., 1992). However, other more general studies
have shown religious conservatism to be a strong predictor of criminal punitiveness and
support for harsher punishments (Arthur and Case, 1994; Applegate et al., 2000). Since
Protestant fundamentalists tend to take a dispositional view of crime, they believe that the
only way to deter criminal "choices" is by enforcing strict punishments (Grasmick and
McGill, 1994; Cullen et al., 1985; Gorsuch and Smith, 1983; Banks et al., 1975). This
provides support for the belief that, "[g]reater approval of punitive laws [is] associated
with a 'free will' rather than a 'deterministic' view of criminal behavior" (Tygart,
1996:215).
Because of the tendency to attribute crime to personal failure and dispositional
factors, as well as the tendency of believers to make rigid distinctions between
themselves and non-believers, it seems reasonable to conclude that Protestant
fundamentalism also has a positive relationship to intolerance. Indeed, earlier research
has supported this hypothesis (Stinchcombe et al., 1980; Wald, 1997). However, it
would not be sufficient to merely examine intolerance in relation to the effects of religion
7

in general. Rather, there is a need to intolerance among Protestant fundamentalists since
" .. .it is not religion, but rather the ways in which individuals hold their beliefs, that are
associated with intolerance" (Hunsberger, 1995:113). Despite this, to date, there have
been no studies of intolerance that have used national level data to examine Protestant
fundamentalists as a distinct group.
Intolerance

For the purposes of this study, intolerance will be defined as "the unwillingness to
extend economic, political, and social rights" to other groups, since this definition is
consistent with that used in prior research in this area (Kunovich and Hodson, 1999:643).
Despite the need for research about such intolerance, there are many oversights in the
current body of literature. For example, there are no studies of the relationship between
intolerance and the retributive sentiments associated with Protestant fundamentalists.
This has occurred despite the fact that many studies have confirmed a positive
relationship between religion and intolerance and between religion and criminal
punitiveness (Hansen, 2001; Wright, 2000; Kunovich and Hodson, 1999; Saguy, 1999;
Tamney and Johnson, 1997; Rimmer, 1996; Hunsberger, 1995; Cochran and Beeghley,
1991; Acock et al., 198 1; Washum, 1981; Filsinger, 1977). These recurring themes
indicate a need to examine all three of these variables together in a single study.
Research in the area of Protestant fundamentalism and intolerance is lacking
despite the fact that researchers have acknowledged the importance of examining the
social functions of religion (Rimer, 2000). This oversight is especially obvious in the
area of control policies (Blackwell and Grasmick, 1997). Although intolerance is
expected to increase criminal punitiveness, it must be examined and measured separately.
8

While intolerance measures disapproval deviant behaviors, criminal punitiveness moves
beyond that to measure the belief that retribution is an acceptable motivation for penal
policies. Even though the two concepts can reasonably be expected to have a
relationship, they must be introduced as separate variables so that the influence of the
unique characteristics of each, and how these affect their relationship, may be better
understood.
Thus, the introduction of the intolerance variable is especially important because
"(r)eligious fundamentalism is shown to be the primary mechanism for the
intergenerational transmission of intolerance" (Acock et al., 198 1:65). Some religious
values are commonly believed to influence the "biases and attitudes that may prompt
such acts of discrimination" (Razavi and Ambuel eds., 1997: 198). This is supported by
the notion that Protestant fundamentalists see nonconformity as a threat to their religion
(Wald, 1997).
Further, religious conservatism has consistently proven to be a strong predictor of
intolerance in a number of areas, including homosexuality, sexual deviance, civil
intolerance (particularly in the areas of freedom of speech and press), religious
intolerance, and political intolerance (Stinchcombe et al., 1980; Washum, 1981;
Cochran and Beeghley, 1991; Rimmer 1996; Tamney and Johnson, 1997; Wald, 1997;
Saguy, 1999; Wright, 2000; Hansen, 200 1). This tendency of religion to promote
compliance with the law makes it reasonable to associate Protestant fundamentalism with
intolerance as well as punitiveness toward individuals who break the law. This is
particularly so since legal views tend to reflect what is morally acceptable in a society
(Oberdiek, 2001).
9

Previous research supports the hypothesis that there exists a positive correlation
between Protestant fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness. It also provides support
for the hypothesis that Protestant fundamentalism is related to intolerance and that
intolerance is related to criminal. Consequently, it is logical to conclude that intolerance
may influence the affect of Protestant fundamentalism on criminal punitiveness.
Control Variables

Age will be included as a control variable because the elderly tend to be less
tolerant than the young (Tamney and Johnson, 1997; Saguy, 1999). Older respondents
also have a greater fear of victimization, which may increase their punitiveness
(Stinchcombe et al., 1980). Education is the next variable that will be included. It was
selected as it has been shown to decrease intolerance (Oberdiek, 2001).
Income will be also be examined since wealth is positively related to intolerance
and criminal punitiveness (Wright, 2000; Saguy, 1999; Rimmer, 1996; Tamney and
Johnson, 1997; Stinchcombe, 1980). In addition to age, education, and income, race will
also be a control variable. Whites are less tolerant and more punitive than non-whites,
likely due to their greater fear of being victimized (Saguy, 1999; Stinchcombe, 1980).
The last two control variables are region of the country and sex. Researchers
have found that Southerners are more punitive, less tolerant, and more fundamentalist
than non-Southerners (Borg, 1997; Stinchcombe et al., 1980). Finally, sex will be
examined since males are less tolerant and more likely to be victimized than
females.conservative regarding social issues than females (Tamney and Johnson, 1997;
Stinchcombe, 1980).

10

Contributions of This Study

Prior studies lend support to the hypothesis that intolerance will influence the
effect of religion on criminal punitiveness. This effect must be examined to achieve a
better understanding of this relationship. However, past investigators have limited their
studies to the relationship between religion and intolerance or between Protestant
fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness. As a result, this research project will be the
first to introduce the concept of intolerance into the relationship between Protestant
fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness.
This study also improves upon earlier studies by being the first to examine the
relationship between Protestant fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness using a
national level dataset. This will allow the study to control for the influence of region of
the country, particularly since Southern respondents are more likely to be Protestant
fundamentalists and to be punitive independent of other factors (Borg, 1997). Further, it
will add strength to the validity of the study by improving the range of other respondent
characteristics that will be measured, including education, income, and race.
Hypotheses

The objective of this study is to determine the effect of intolerance on the
relationship between Protestant- fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness. Based on
prior research, I hypothesize that intolerance will have a mediating effect on their
relationship and statistically strengthen its explanatory abilities. The control variables
include age, education, income, race, region, and sex. In addition to these, the
intervening effect of victimization on criminal punitiveness will be examined.

11

Three major hypotheses are suggested:
Hypothesis 1 - The degree of Protestant fundamentalism will be positively
correlated with the level of intolerance.
Hypothesis 2 - The level of intolerance will be positively correlated
with the level of criminal punitiveness.
Hypothesis 3 - The relationship between Protestant fundamentalism and
criminal punitiveness will not be significant without intolerance.
Respondents who are associated with the most fundamentalist Protestant denominations
are expected to be more punitive than members of moderate or liberal denominations. It
is expected that this relationship will be explained by Protestant fundamentalists'
increased intolerance, which is subsequently expected to increase their criminal
punitiveness.
Model
Figure 1 , the theoretical model, is a summary of the relationships among the control
variables (age, education, income, race, region, and sex), Protestant fundamentalism,
intolerance, and criminal punitiveness. The model is recursive, since all of the causal
arrows are unidirectional. It is predicted that region (Southernness) will be correlated
with Protestant fundamentalism. It is also predicted that age, education, income, region,
race, and sex will be correlated with intolerance. It is further predicted that age, income,
race, region and sex will be correlated with criminal punitiveness. Finally, it is predicted
that age, income, race, and sex will be correlated with victimization.
The relationships in Figure 1 also illustrate the hypothesis that Protestant
fundamentalism will be positively related to intolerance. Further, the theoretical model
illustrates the hypothesis that intolerance will be positively related to criminal
12
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punitiveness. It also shows the variable personal victimization that is expected to affect
criminal punitiveness independent of intolerance. It is expected that personal
victimization experience will have a positive effect on criminal punitiveness, since this
type of experience has been shown to create such emotional disruption for the victim,
particularly manifesting itself as fear (Shover, 1991).
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CHAPTER 2
DATA AND METHODS
The relationships presented in Figure 1 will be examined using the National
Opinion Research Center's General Social Survey (GSS). This is a national survey of
randomly sampled adults, covering a wide range of topics. It is available publicly, and
there are no copyrights restricting its use. It was for these reasons that the GSS was
selected for this study.
Another feature of the GSS is that series of questions about a particular topic may
be added for a single year. These sets of questions are referred to as "topical modules"
(Davis and Smith, 1992). Because an especially pertinent topical module was added for
1991, this year's data was chosen for this study. Table 1 shows all variables, data types,
and operationalizations.
Operationalization of Variables
Dependent Variable. The dependent variable in this study is criminal

punitiveness. Given the hypotheses that Protestant fundamentalists tend to attribute
criminal behavior to personal attributions rather than to situational variables, and that
they tend to see morality as a black and white issue with few or no gradations between, it
is believed that they will support harsher punishments. Thus, it is predicted that
Protestant fundamentalists will be more punitive.
There are two questions that have gained widespread acceptance as measures of
criminal punitiveness; these concern support for capital punishment and for harsher
punishment for criminals (Stinchcombe et al., 1980; Grasmick et al., 1992). As a result,
the two following measures of criminal punitiveness will be used :
15

Table 1 : Operationalization of Variables
Concepts

Level of Data

Operationalizations

Dependent Variable
Criminal Punitiveness

Interval

Measured by two questions : respondent's belief in
the death penalty and whether or not the respondent believes
that courts deal harshly enough with criminals.

Interval

Respondent' s self-identification as being associated with a
fundamentalist Protestant denomination according to Smith's
( 1 990) classification system for the GSS, and verified by
biblical literalness and born-again status.

Interval

Measured by a scale of five questions: opinion about
homosexuality, opinion about extramarital sex, opinion about
interracial marriage, support for the right of communist to
speak, and censorship of a book written by an atheist.

Interval

Measured by two questions: whether or not
anyone broke into the respondent's home during the past year
and whether or not the respondent was forcefully robbed
during the past year.

Control Variables
Age

Ratio

Number of years since birth.

Education

Ratio

Number of years of education in yearly intervals ranging
from no schooling to eight years of college.

Income

Ratio

Yearly income as falling into a range.

Race

Nominal

White or non-white.

Region

Nominal

Area of respondent's residence: Southern (including South
Atlantic, East South Central, or West South Central) or non
Southern (including New England, Middle Atlantic, East
North Central, West North Central, Mountain, and Pacific).

Sex

Nominal

Male or female.

Independent Variable
Protestant
Fundamentalism

Mediating Variable
Intolerance

Intervening Variable
Personal
Victimization

16

Do you favor or oppose the death penalty for persons convicted of murder?
Favor
Oppose
Don't Know
No Answer
Here are some measures to deal with crime. Some people are in favor of
them while other people are against them. Do you agree or disagree
that people who break the law should be given stiffer sentences?
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Strongly disagree
Can't choose
No answer
/11depe11de11t Variable. Protestant fundamentalism is the independent variable in

this study. Since it is predicted that Protestant fundamentalists will differ significantly
from other Protestants on measures of intolerance, degree of fundamentalism is included.
To measure this, a system of classification for categorizing Protestants as fundamentalist,
moderate, or liberal will be employed. Protestant fundamentalists will generally include
most Baptists, moderates will generally include most Methodists and Lutherans, and
liberals will generally include most Episcopalians and Presbyterians (Smith, 1990).
This system was developed for use with the GSS and has proven to increase "the
predictive power of religious affiliation in the study of social and political attitudes"
(Smith, 1990:224). Other studies have also confirmed the predictive and explanatory
merits of these religious classifications and their positive relationship to conservatism
(Grasmick et al., 1992; Hertel and Hughes, 1987). As a result, identification with the
particular denominations categorized by Smith's (1990) system will be used to recode
Protestant respondents as fundamentalist, moderate, or liberal.

17

The importance of making these distinctions among Protestants was noted in
Grasmick et al. ' s ( 1 992) study of fundamentalists, which noted that prior researchers'
failure to use such categorizations might have contributed to their subsequent inability to
find a relationship between religion and criminal punitiveness. They hypothesized that
the aggregation of all the denominations together served to average the effects of each
group. As a result, this study will focus on the distinctions among the three groups of
Protestants and their criminal punitiveness. Consequently, all non-Protestant respondents
were excluded from analysis.
The relationships in Figure 1 indicate that Protestant fundamentalists' tendency to
have more retributive views will be related to their more literal orientation to the Bible
and their "born again" status (Grasmick, 1 992). The following General Social Survey
items concerning these two aspects of Protestant fundamentalism will be used to validate
the use of Smith's classification system. The first measures biblical literalness:
Which of these statements comes closest to describing your dealings about the
Bible?
a.
The Bible is the actual word of God and is to be taken literally,
word for word . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
The Bible is the inspired word of God but not everything in it
b.
should be taken literally, word for word . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
c.
The Bible is an ancient book of fables, legends, history, and moral
precepts recorded by men . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3
The second question concerns "born again" status":
Would you say that you have been "born again" or have had a "born again"
experience - that is, a turning point in your life when you committed yourself to
Christ?
Yes
No

18

Mediating Variable. Because it is predicted that intolerance will increase as the
degree of Protestant fundamentalism increases, and that it will increase criminal
punitiveness, intolerance will be included as a mediating variable. Levels of tolerance
are believed to be related to the perception of morality that characterizes religious
conservatives (Weissberg, 1998). The vast majority of research in the area of religion
and intolerance has focused on acceptance of homosexuals, sexual infidelity, freedom of
speech and press, racial and ethnic minorities, and religious intolerance (Stinchcombe et
al., 1980; Spilka et al., 1985; Wald, 1997). These measures have been validated as
determinants of intolerance through repeated research (Hansen, 2001; Wright, 2000;
Kunovich and Hodson, 1999; Saguy, 1999; Tamney and Johnson, 1997; Rimmer, 1996;
Hunsberger, 1995; Cochran and Beeghley, 1991; Gorsuch and Aleshire, 1974; Acock et
al., 1981; Washum, 1981; Stinchcombe, 1980; Stinchcombe et al., 1980; Filsinger, 1977).
Intolerance will be treated as a mediating variable (a specific type of intervening
variable) rather than as a simple intervening variable because it falls directly between two
other variables in the model. As a mediating variable, it is expected to transmit some of
the influence of Protestant fundamentalism on to criminal punitiveness (Kline, 1998).
Responses to the five following questions will be summed to measure intolerance:
1. What about sexual relations between two adults of the same sex--do you
think it is always wrong, almost always wrong, wrong only sometimes, or
not wrong at all?
2. What is your opinion about a married person having sexual relations with
someone other than the marriage partner--is it always wrong, almost
always wrong, wrong only sometimes, or not wrong at all?
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3. Do you think there should be laws against marriages between
(Negroes/Blacks/African Americans) and whites?
Yes
No
4. There are always people whose ideas are considered bad or dangerous by other
people. For instance, somebody who is against all churches and
religion. . . If some people in your community suggested that a book he wrote
against churches and religion should be taken out of your library, would you favor
removing this book or not?
Favor
Not Favor
5. Now, I should like to ask some questions about a man who admits he is a
Communist. Suppose this Communist wanted to make a speech in your
community. Should he be allowed to speak or not?
Yes, allowed to speak
Not allowed
Intervening Variable. The experience of personal victimization has proven to

have a positive effect on support for criminal punitiveness, independent of other factors
(Arthur, 1993). Prior research has indicated that there is reason to believe that it may be
significantly related to criminal punitiveness. Consequently, it must be given further
attention when assessing the relationship between religion and attitudes toward criminal
punitiveness.
Figure 1 illustrates the hypothesis that the experience of personal victimization
will be positively related to criminal punitiveness, independent of intolerance. Such
incidents have been shown to produce emotional problems for their victims, as indicated
in research by Hough and Mayher (in Shover, 1991). Crimes of this nature have a
tendency to increase fear, which has been shown to increase the desire for increased
punishment of criminals. Therefore, it seems reasonable to assume that such
psychological disruption would make a respondent more likely to seek retribution than
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people who have not been robbed and whose homes have not been burglarized
(Stinchcombe et al. , 1 980; Stafford and Omer, 1 984; Parker and Ray, 1 990).
Personal victimization will be included as an intervening variable. It is being
treated as an intervening variable since it is expected to influence criminal punitiveness
among Protestant fundamentalists. Following are the two items that will be used to
measure personal victimization:
During the last year-that is, between last March and now-did anyone break
into or somehow illegally get into your (apartment/home)?
Yes
No
During the last year, did anyone take something from you by using force
--such as a stickup, mugging, or threat?
Yes
No
Colltrol Variables. Controls will include dummy variables for gender (0 =

female, 1 = male) and race (0 = non-white, 1 = white). Measures of age, level of
educational attainment, and an interval measure of income will also be considered. The
final control variable will be the region of the country in which the respondent lives
(0=non-Southem, 1 =Southern). The selected control variables have consistently shown
to co-vary with the other variables. As a result, they will be controlled to improve the
validity of the theoretical model.
Age was included for two reasons, both of which may increase criminal
punitiveness as age increases. Fist, older persons have shown a tendency to be less
tolerant than younger respondents {Tamney and Johnson, 1 997; Saguy, 1 999). Also,
although younger persons are more likely to be victims of violent crimes, the elderly tend
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to have a greater fear of victimization (DeFronzo, 1979; Stinchcombe et al ., 1980; Yin,
1982; Parker and Ray, 1990).
Education has been shown to have a negative relationship with intolerance.
Greater knowledge is believed to increase acceptance of people who are different. This is
typically attributed to the theory that education about the unknown can remove fear of it
(DeFronzo, 1979; Oberdiek, 2001) . As a result, education will also be controlled.
Income will also be measured since more wealthy respondents tend to be less
tolerant and more conservative regarding social issues than their less wealthy
counterparts (Wright, 2000; Saguy, 1999; Rimmer, 1996; Tamney and Johnson, 1997).
Further, although men and women who live in less affluent neighborhoods have an
increased risk of victimization, the more affluent appear to have greater fear of
victimization, which may also increase their criminal punitiveness (DeFronzo, 1979;
Stinchcombe, 1980).
The effects of race will be controlled because it is predicted that race may be
significantly related to other variables in the model. Whites have proven to be less
tolerant, more politically conservative, and more punitive than non-whites (Saguy, 1999).
Additionally, they tend fear crime more than their non-white counterparts although non
whites are more likely to be victimized (DeFronzo, 1979; Stinchcombe, 1980; Stafford
and Omer, 1984; Parker and Ray, 1998).
Studies have revealed that respondents from Southern areas are more likely than
non-Southerners to have a positive orientation to the death penalty and to punishment of
criminals in general, so region of the country is included in the model (Borg, 1997).
Respondents from the South are more likely to be members of Protestant fundamentalist
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churches and are more likely to answer questions about race relations and civil liberties
more conservatively. These two characteristics may affect their levels of intolerance
(Stinchcombe et al., 1 980).
Sex is the final control variable. Traditionally, males have generally proven to be
less tolerant and more conservative regarding social issues than females (Tamney and
Johnson, 1 997). Further, males are more likely to experience personal victimization than
females, which may also increase their criminal punitiveness (Stinchcombe, 1 980).
Because of this, it is necessary to control for sex in this study.
Statistical Methods

First, biblical literalness and "born again" status will be examined. Linear
regressions will be performed to assess whether or not these are appropriate measures of
Protestant fundamentalism. If the two have significant positive relationships to Protestant
fundamentalism, that will support the assertion that the classification system being used,
which was based on these two variables, is valid.
Next, a univariate analysis will be performed for the control variables. This will
help determine the demographic characteristics of the sample. These will aid
understanding of the nature of the relationships of the controls to the other variables in
the theoretical model.
Then, the items that will be used to measure intolerance will be examined using a
reliability analysis. This will allow statistical verification that the questions for each
variable are related in their identification of the same phenomenon. Only the items that
correlate with the others most strongly will be included until a scale with a Cronbach's
alpha of at least .6000 is achieved.
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After it is verified that the selected questions measure the same phenomenon, the
control variables will be tested through multicollinearity diagnostics (George and
Mallery, 2000). This will be done by using pairwise simple correlation coefficients to
generate variance inflation factors. Examination of these numbers will indicate how
much the variances are inflated as compared to when the variables are not linearly
related. If severe multicollinearity (mean variance inflation factors greater than one) is
present, remedial measures will be taken. The multicollinearity can be corrected by
constructing one or more composite indices based on the highly correlated variables. The
indices will be formed from linear combinations of these variables, and they will then be
used instead of the highly correlated predictor variables (Neter, et al., 1 996).
After that, the bivariate correlations will be examined among all of the variables
through one-tailed orthogonal comparisons. This type of correlation was selected, as it is
the best choice for use with the dichotomous and Likert-scale responses to the chosen
questions. The bivariate correlations will allow verification of both the strength and
direction of the relationships of each variable to each of the others individually (Neter,
et al., 1 996).
Path analysis will be used in the final assessment of the relationships among the
variables. It is a form of structural equation modeling that employs the use of only
measured variables. Since none of the variables in this model are latent, path analysis is
the most appropriate form of structural equation modeling for this research project. The
path analysis will be done using AMOS (Analysis of MOment Structures), a statistical
software program that allows the user to draw the variables and paths. It then assesses
the model's fit and produces path coefficients (Arbuckle and Wothke, 1 999).
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The maximum likelihood method for computing parameter estimates was selected
for this path model. It is the most widely used method and is generally considered the
most sound (Kline, 1 998). Finally, the standardized path coefficients generated by this
method will be examined. Unlike the unstandardized coefficients, these are based on
standard deviations and thus allow comparisons of the strengths of the relative values of
different relationships in the path model (Kline, 1 998).
After these statistics are performed, the outcome will be analyzed and discussed.
The path analyses will allow the determination of the causal relationships among the
variables. These results will be used to discuss the implications of the three major
hypotheses.
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CHAPTER 3
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

Before any statistical analyses were performed, listwise deletion was used to
exclude non-Protestants from all analyses. Then, each variable was examined
individually. All answers of "Don't Know", "Not applicable", or "No Answer" were
recoded as system missing. Further, the items that were to be scaled to measure
intolerance were recoded so that all of the answers were going in the same direction.
Finally, for all subsequent analyses, respondents with missing values for any one variable
were excluded, leaving a final N of 298. Since many of the questions used were only
asked during the 1 99 1 survey, and only Protestants were examined, this was the largest
sample that could be obtained.
First, linear regressions were run so that it could be determined whether or not the
Protestant fundamentalism variable adequately reflected biblical literalness and "born
again" experience. This was done to verify Protestant fundamentalism as a measure of
the phenomena it is supposed to indicate. As predicted, the regression did support the
hypothesized relationships. They were also in the directions hypothesized. The beta
values for "born again" status (.2 1 5) and biblical literalness (. 1 68) are significant at the
.05 alpha level.
Univariate

Next, univariate analyses were performed on each of the variables. This allowed
assessment of the demographic characteristics of the sample. Table 2 shows each of the
variables. Means and ranges are provided for ratio level variables. For nominal and
interval level variables, frequencies and modes are provided.
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Table 2 : Univariate Analysis
Variable

Mean

Range

Age
(years since birth)

46.26

20-87

Education
(years of formal schooling)

13.09

5-20

Income
(as falling into a range)

$15,000 to $19,999

Less than $1,000 to
$25 ,000 or more

Intolerance

6.18

0 (least intolerant) to
9 (most intolerant)

Criminal Punitiveness

4.05

1 (least punitive) to
5 (most punitive)

Variable

Measures

Frequencies

Race

O=non-white
l =white

44
254

14. 8 %
85.2 %

Region

O=non-Southem
l =Southem

168
130

56.4 %
43.6 %

Sex

O=female
l =male

158
140

53.0 %
47.0 %

Protestant
Fundamentalism

O=liberal
!=moderate
2=fundamentalist

94
59
145

31.5 %
19. 8 %
48.7 %

Personal
Victimization

O=not victimized
1=burglarized or robbed
2=burglarized and robbed

280
17
1

94.0 %
5.7 %
.3 %
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The mean age of the sample is 46.26, with respondents ranging from 20 to 87.
The average respondent has received 13.09 years of schooling, or about one year of
college. The average respondent's family received $15,000 to $19,999 in the year
immediately preceding the survey . Racially, 85.2 percent of the sample was white, while
only 14.8 percent of the sample was non-white. For region, 43.6 percent of respondents
resided in the South, while 56.4 percent did not. Finally, 53.0 percent of the sample was
female and 47 .0 percent was male.
For the variable fundamentalism, 31.5 percent of respondents were associated
with liberal Protestant denominations, 19.8 percent were associated with moderate
Protestant denominations, and 48.7 percent were associated with fundamentalist
Protestant denominations. When examining intolerance, the mean was 6.18, with
responses ranging from O (least intolerant) to 9 (most intolerant).
For criminal punitiveness, the mean was 4.05, with values ranging from 1 (least
punitive) to 5 (most punitive). Finally, only 5.7 percent of the sample experienced
personal victimization in the twelve months preceding the survey, having been either
burglarized or victimized. Only .3 percent of the sample experienced both.
Reliability Analysis

Next, in order to assess the validity of the five questions selected to measure
intolerance, a reliability analysis was per formed. These items produced a Cronbach's
alpha of .6017. Because Cronbach's alpha is biased against scales with small numbers of
items, results of .60 and above are generally considered acceptable for a five-item scale
(George and Mallery, 2000). As a result, it was concluded that the scale would be
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statistically robust enough to withstand further analyses without discarding any of the
items.
Multicollinearity Diagnostics

After it was verified that the selected questions measured the same phenomenon,
the control variables were tested using multicollinearity diagnostics (see Table 3). This
was done using pairwise simple correlation coefficients to generate variance inflation
factors. Examination of these numbers indicated that no severe multicollinearity was
present, as none of the mean variance inflation factors were significantly greater than
one. Because severe multicollinearity was not found, it was not necessary to take any
remedial measures (Neter, et al., 1996).
Bivariate Correlations

Next, the bivariate correlations among all of the control variables and among all
of the other variables were examined. Correlations between each of the control variables
and each of the other variables were calculated as well. This was done to give a general
indication of the nature of the relationships among the variables prior to further statistical
diagnostics. This type of correlation was selected as it is the most appropriate for the
dichotomous and Likert-scale responses to the chosen questions. The bivariate
correlations allowed verification of both the strength and the direction of the relationships
of each variable to each of the others individually (Neter, et al., 1996).
The bivariate correlations among the control variables, shown in Table 4, indicate
that the following is significantly negatively correlated at the .05 alpha level: age with
education (-.234). The following are significantly positively correlated at the .05 alpha
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Table 3 : Multicollinearity Diagnostics
VIF

Variable
Age

1 .088

Educ

1 .264

Income

1 . 1 95

Race

1 .047

Region

1 .068

Sex

1.073
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Table 4: Bivariate Correlations Among Control Variables

Age

Educ

Income

Race

Region

Sex

Age

1.000

-.234*

-.012

.064

-.095

-.088

Educ

-.234*

1.000

.368*

.142*

-.072

.145*

Income

-.012

.368*

1.000

.151 *

-.102

.134*

Race

.064

.142*

.151 *

1.000

-.092

.032

Region

-.095

-.072

-.102

-.092

1.000

.175*

Sex

-.088

.145*

.134*

.032

.175*

1.000

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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level: education with income (.368), education with race (. 1 42), education with sex
(. 1 45), income with race (. 1 5 1 ), income with sex (. 1 3 5), and region with sex (. 1 75).
Table 5 indicates the correlations of the control variables to the other variables in
the model. The following relationships were significantly negatively correlated at the .05
alpha level: income with Protestant fundamentalism (-. 1 1 9), race with Protestant
fundamentalism (-.220), education and intolerance (-.363), income and intolerance
(-. 1 59), education with victimization (-. 1 1 8), and race with victimization (-. 1 1 7). These
results suggest that individuals with lower incomes and whites are more likely to
associate with a Protestant fundamentalist denomination, and that individuals with less
education and lower incomes are more likely to be intolerant. They also suggest that
people with less education and non-whites are more likely to be victimized.
The following relationships were significantly positively correlated at the .05
alpha level: age with intolerance (. 1 5 8), race with criminal punitiveness (. 1 5 5), region
with Protestant fundamentalism (.206), and region with intolerance (. 1 72). This suggests
that men and women from the South are more likely to be Protestant fundamentalists and
that older respondents and Southerners are more likely to be intolerant. Further, whites
are more likely to be punitive than non-whites. Sex was the only control variable that
was not significantly correlated with any of the other variables.
Among the other variables in the model, (see Table 6) Protestant fundamentalism
was related only to intolerance. The Pearson's correlation of . 1 92, significant at the .05
alpha level, indicates a positive relationship. Intolerance was, in tum, significantly
related to criminal punitiveness (. 1 76, significant at the .05 alpha level). The relationship
was positive, as hypothesized. Protestant fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness were
33

Table 5 : Bivariate Correlations of Control Variables to Model
Intolerance

Age

Protestant
Fundamentalism
-.04 1

Educ

. 1 58*

Criminal
Punitiveness
.064

Personal
Victimization
-. 1 08

-. 1 09

-.363*

.043

-. 1 1 8*

Income

-. 1 1 9*

-. 1 59*

.090

-. 1 05

Race

-.220*

.006

. 1 5 5*

-. 1 1 7*

Region

.206*

. 1 72*

-.048

.045

Sex

-.030

-.025

.000

.054

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 6: Bivariate Correlations Among Protestant Fundamentalism,
Intolerance, Criminal Punitiveness, and Personal Victimization

Protestant
Fundamentalism
Intolerance

. 1 92*

Criminal
Punitiveness
.059

Personal
Victimization
.056

1 .000

. 1 76*

-.0 1 1

1 .000

-.097

-.097

1 .000

Protestant
Fundamentalism
1 .000

Intolerance

. 1 92*

. 1 76*
.059
Criminal
Punitiveness
-.0 1 1
.056
Personal
Victimization
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

35

not correlated, however. This provides support for the hypothesis that intolerance is a
necessary variable for explaining the relationship between Protestant fundamentalism and
intolerance.
The last variable to be examined is victimization. Personal victimization was not
significantly correlated with criminal punitiveness as predicted. In fact, victimization did
not have a significant relationship with either of the other two variables in the model
(Protestant fundamentalism or intolerance).
All of the relationships that were predicted and proved to be statistically
significant were in the hypothesized directions. However, not all of these relationships
were predicted. Further, not all of the hypothesized relationships proved to be
statistically significant. Therefore, the results of these bivariate correlations were used to
adjust the relationships in the path model prior to the analysis.
Path Analysis

The final statistical procedure to be performed was the path analysis. Although
bivariate correlations indicated support for all three major hypotheses, it needed to be
verified through further analysis. First, the relationships among the control variables
were indicated on the model with double-headed arrows. While the single-headed arrows
imply linear dependencies, the double-headed arrows are used in AMOS to account for
correlations among control variables during analysis. Without them, the program
assumes no correlation and makes calculations accordingly (Arbuckle and Wothke,
1999).
The bivariate correlations were also used to redraw the arrows from the control
variables to the models. Although this was done, variables that were not significantly
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correlated with any of the others were allowed to remain in the initial path model . They
were included so that it could be verified whether or not they were important to the model
before they were discarded.
Before the analysis was performed, four error terms were added and arrows drawn
from each of them to the variables Protestant fundamentalism, intolerance, criminal
punitiveness, and victimization (see Figure 2). While the rectangles represent measured
variables, the error terms are not directly measured, so they are represented in the model
by circles. The error terms represent anything else that the variables might depend on,
other than those already shown in the model. Without these terms, the model implies that
only the variables included in the model can explain those relationships (Arbuckle and
Wothke, 1999).
After this was done, the initial path analysis was performed. Most measures, but
not all, revealed that the model was a good fit. The ratio of chi-square to degrees of
freedom was 1.276. Literature indicates that an ideal fit is 1.0, although any ratio of less
3.0 implies a good fitting model. Another indicator of goodness of fit, the Root Mean
Square Error (RMSEA), was .031. Since it is at or below .05, this generally indicates that
the model can be accepted. However, the probability level of 0.161 was not significant at
the .05 alpha level.
The critical ratios were then examined. These were obtained by dividing the
covariance estimate by the standard error. The critical ratios produced during this first
path analysis gave only some of the same indications as the bivariate correlations (see
Table 7). Any critical ratio with an absolute value of 1.96 or higher is significant at the
.05 alpha level (Kline, 1998). Using this criterion, only the relationships between race
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Table 7: Critical Ratios and Path Coefficients for Initial Path Model

Depe11de11
Variables
Fund

Age

Intoler

0. 1 04
( 1 .9 1 5 )

Punitive
Victim

Educ

l11 depe11 dent Viarza
. bles
Race
Income

-0.3 1 0
(-5 .288)*

-0.072
( - 1 .273
-0.0 1 5
(-0.260

-0. 103
( - 1 .78 1 )

Path Coefficients are represented in parentheses.
* Significant at the .05 alpha level.
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-0. 1 94
( -.3445)*
0. 145
(2.5 43) *
-0. 103
(- 1 .769)

Region

Fund

0. 1 82
(3 .266)�
0. 1 32
(2 .449) �

0. 1 34
(2.4 74 )�

Intoler

0. 1 74
(3 .079 )�

Victim

-0.079
( - 1 .385

and Protestant fundamentalism, region and Protestant fundamentalism, education and
intolerance, region and intolerance, race and criminal punitiveness, Protestant fundamentalism
and intolerance, and intolerance and criminal punitiveness were significant (see Table 7). The
path coefficients, which represent the standardized direct effects, are shown for each of the
relationships (see Figure 2).
In all, two structural equation models for the relationship between Protestant
fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness were measured. The first included only these two
variables while the second also included intolerance. Because a direct relationship between
Protestant fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness was not h ypothesized, it is not
represented in Figure 2. The results indicated that only the equation including intolerance
was significant, which the h ypotheses were correct in suggesting that there was not a direct
relationship between Protestant fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness.
Using the critical ratios as a guideline, the path model was revised accordingly (see
Figure 3). The variables age, income, sex, and victimization were eliminated , as they were
not significantly related to any of the other variables. After this was done, all the paths that
remained had been shown to be statistically significant during the initial path analysis. Using
this revised model, the path analysis was performed again.
This time, all of the measures commonly used to assess fit indicated that the model
was a good fit. The ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom was 2.032. Since it was less
than 3.0, it implies a good fitting model. A second indicator of goodness of fit, the Root
Mean Square Error (RMSEA), was .0 5. Since it is at or below .0 5, this measure indicates that
the model can be accepted as well. Finally , the probability level of 0.047 (significant at the
.0 5 alpha level) supported the findings of the other two measures of fit .
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The critical ratios, all with absolute values of 1 .96 or higher, are statistically
significant at the .05 alpha level (see Table 8). The final path model, with coe fficients, is
represented in Figure 3. These results suggest that non-whites are more likely to be
fundamentalists, but are less likely to be punitive. Region (Southernness) increases both
Protestant fundamentalism and intolerance. Also, as education increases, intolerance has
a tendency to decrease.
Again, two structural equation models for the relationship between Protestant
fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness were measured. The first included only these
two variables while the second also included intolerance. Because the relationship
between Protestant fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness was not hypothesized, it is
not represented in Figure 3. As in the initial path model, the results indicated that only
the equation including intolerance was signi ficant, which suggests no direct relationship
between Protestant fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness. Finally, the results
suggest that Protestant fundamentalism increases intolerance and that intolerance, in tum,
increases criminal punitiveness. The relationship between Protestant fundamentalism and
criminal punitiveness was not significant without the introduction of this variable.
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Table 8: Critical Ratios and Path Coefficients for Final Path Model

Dependent
Variables
Fund

Educ

Intoler

-0.342
(-6.4 1 9)*

Punitive

111 dependent Viar,a
. bles
Region
Race
-0.204
(-3 .656)*

0. 1 88
(3 .372)*
0. 1 22
(2 .250)*

0. 1 54
(2.7 14)*

Path Coefficients are represented in parentheses.
*Significant at the .05 alpha level.
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Fund

0. 1 30
(2.399)*

Intoler

0. 1 75
(3 .077)*

CHAPTER 4
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

This study used a national level dataset to explain variations in criminal
punitiveness by examining differences in intolerance among Protestant religions. The
results from the bivariate correlations, as well as those from path analysis showed that
non-whites and respondents from the South are more likely to associate with a
fundamentalist Protestant denomination. Further, Southern and less educated
respondents are more likely to be intolerant. Only race is significantly related to criminal
punitiveness, revealing that whites are more punitive t�an non-whites.
These results justify the inclusion of education, race, and region as control
variables in this model. However, not all the variables and their relationships were
significant as predicted. It is possible that the year in which the data were collected could
contribute to differences between what was predicted and what was proven statistically.
The relationships may have been affected differently by the social and political climates
present at the time during which the data were collected. Consequently, these results may
not be applicable across time.
Contrary to predictions, personal victimization did not have an intervening effect
on criminal punitiveness as predicted. In particular, victimization was not found to have
a statistically significant relationship with criminal punitiveness. Possible reasons for this
could include the size of the sample used in this study. Of the 298 respondents included
in this study, only 18 had been victimized. It is possible that these respondents were not
representative of the population of those victimized. With such a small number, the
variable victimization was also much more biased by outliers. Thus, the true effects of
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victimization on criminal punitiveness may have been masked and cannot be determined
with any degree of statistical certainty. It is possible that a study using a larger number of
respondents could correct for this.
The analyses also showed that intolerance is a critical mediating variable in the
relationship between level of Protestant fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness, as it
is not significant without it. This runs counter to the findings of Grasmick et al. (1992),
which revealed a direct relationship between the two variables. It is likely that this
difference is due to their using data that were collected in a single Southern area.
Because of this, the Grasmick et al. ( 1992) study was unable to control for region of the
country. Since Southern areas have a higher concentration of Protestant fundamentalists
as well as higher rates of criminal punitiveness independent of religion, it is possible that
this contributed to their finding that level of Protestant fundamentalism and criminal
punitiveness were directly related. With the use of a national level data set in this study,
however, the possibility of such an effect on this research was avoided.
The results of the analyses support the hypotheses that intolerance is a significant
variable in the relationship between Protestant fundamentalism and criminal punitiveness.
Grasmick et al. ' s ( 1992) assertion that Protestant fundamentalists are significantly
different from other Protestants was also affirmed. This is further supported by the
evidence that shows that biblical literalness and "born again" status are good predictors
of Protestant fundamentalism, as the levels are different among liberals, moderates and
fundamentalists.
These findings are consistent with prior research, which has consistently linked
religious beliefs to criminal punitiveness, and religious beliefs to intolerance. Prior
46

research has also traditionally argued that a link between intolerance and criminal
punitiveness exists. This study, however, has been the first to examine the relationship
among all three.
Shortcomings

One of the problems with the GSS data used in this study was that they were
collected eleven years ago. Although the general social and political trends of 1991
appear to be continuing, the economic climate in the United States has experienced a
great deal of fluctuation in the past decade. Consequently, the results of this study may
not be applicable today. Further, since the data reflect only one point in time, the results
may be unique to the conditions that were present during that single year, further limiting
the applicability of the results.
Another problem with this data was that non-Protestants were excluded from
analysis, so that the variances within this group could be examined more closely.
However, in order to fully understand how the beliefs of Protestant fundamentalists differ
from people with other religious identifications, this group needs to be compared to those
of other religions. This is especially important, as this interaction may expand
understanding of religion's impact on criminal punitiveness and the resulting social
policies even more.
A further problem with the data concerns the size of the sample. Although the
data were taken from a national survey, after non-Protestants and respondents with
missing values were excluded, the sample size was 298 . The small sample size may also
have contributed to the failure to find a significant intervening effect of personal
victimization to criminal punitiveness, since so few of the respondents had been
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victimized. The robustness of the statistics could be improved if this research were
replicated with a larger sample.
It is also not possible to determine causality among the variables Protestant
fundamentalism, intolerance, and criminal punitiveness, despite the fact that the way they
are presented in the model appears to be logical and is supported by sociological
literature. Because the data are cross-sectional, there is no way to establish causal order.
It is possible that Protestant fundamentalism does not influence intolerance. Instead, it
may be that intolerance precedes Protestant fundamentalism temporally. Perhaps
fundamentalist Protestant religions are appealing to people who are intolerant, and are
chosen by them as a result.
Furthermore, it is possible that intolerance does not influence criminal
punitiveness. It may be that individuals who are punitive come to hold those beliefs and
then later become intolerant in other areas. Perhaps future research could correct for this
by using longitudinal studies rather than data collected at a single point in time, as with
this study.
Additionally, it would also be possible to interpret the data differently. Because
the social, political, and economic trends in the United States were not examined as
variables in this study, it is not possible to determine the causal order of these in
comparison to Protestant fundamentalism. Although it is assumed that these trends are
influenced by the way the public holds religious beliefs, it is possible that instead the
reverse is true.
A final possible problem with this study is that it uses path analysis to examine
the data. While this statistical method can be very useful in determining how well a
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model fits data and for determining the significance of relationships among variables, it is
not possible to include all causal variables in a single study . Further, it would not be
possible to correctly identify all the relationships and their directions in a single study.
Although path analysis is an appropriate method for preliminary research studies, other
methods may prove to be more useful in subsequent analyses (Kline, 1998) .
Implications

Prior research gives reason to believe that many measures of intolerance may be
related to religious conservatism and to criminal punitiveness. This study provides
evidence in support of this hypothesis . In order to improve comprehension of this
phenomenon and its impact on society and social policies, it must be included in future
hypotheses about criminal punitiveness .
If a better understanding of the relationship between Protestant fundamentalism
and criminal punitiveness is to be achieved, it must be given more attention in
sociological literature. The results of this study indicate that this need is warranted, as it
appears that intolerance is a critical variable in explaining the relationship of Protestant
fundamentalism to criminal punitiveness . In order to better comprehend the effects of
this relationship on the social order, the specifics of this interaction should be given more
attention. As this research indicates, further studies could lead to a broader, more
thorough understanding of not only the effects of religious values on the social order, but
also of the forces that influence American criminal justice policies.
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